
MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE MEMBERS OF THE STUDENT AFFAIRS AND 
GOVERNANCE COMMITTEE held at the University of Toronto Students’ Law Society Office 
(P322) at 78 Queen’s Park, Toronto, Ontario, M5S 2C5 at 12:30 p.m. EST on October 22, 2018. 
  
Members in attendance:  Solomon (Sol) McKenzie, SLS President 
                                                Morgan Watkins, VP Student Affairs and Governance 
                                                Zachary (Zach) Biech, 3L Representative 
                                                Benjamin (Ben) Bouwman, 3L Representative 

 Alison (Ali) Durran, 3L Representative 
                                                Brendan Cassidy, 2L Representative 
                                                Robert Nanni, 2L Representative 

 Sarah Kanko, 2L Representative 
 Renuka Koilpillai, 1L Representative 
 Rachael Girolametto-Prosen, 1L Representative 
 Alex Severance, 1L Representative 
 Kristy Wong, 1L Representative 

                                                Daniel (Dan) Poliwoda, Equity Officer 
                                                Shamus Slaunwhite, Communications Director 
  
Call to order: 12:31 p.m. 
  

I. Organization 
Morgan Watkins chaired. Notice of the meeting was duly given. Robert took minutes. 
 

II. Approval of Minutes 
Motion to approve October 17, 2018 minutes by Alex, seconded by Kristy. Unanimous approval. 

No abstentions. 
 
III. Policy 

A. Faculty Council (FC) 
1.  Budget, Tuition & Student Financial Aid Discussion 

Morgan: What is the budget, tuition, and financial aid item on the FC agenda? 
Robert: Maybe it’s about rolling out the new front end financial aid policy? 
Sol: Maybe. Typically we have a FC meeting dedicated to tuition and budget, but I hope this 

isn’t it because I was given no warning and I’d want to give a statement. 
 

2. Intersession 
Morgan: As for the intersession item, we’ll be voting on the new proposal on Wednesday. 
Kristy: We’ll vote on whether it happens? 
Morgan: We’ll vote on whether we’re recommending that the Dean implement intersession as 

proposed.  
Brendan: It could be passed, tabled and later voted on in a different form, or tabled and passed 

later as is. 



Morgan: We’re voting on approving that it be recommended to the Dean, then he can do what 
he wants. 

Brendan: Professor Yoon wants me to speak on behalf of the consultation that happened. It 
would be ideal if what i speak to is representative of the SLS take on intersession. I would 
say that last year, students expressed concerns with the format and duration of intersession, 
as well as deemed Fridays. The revised proposal has been received with little resistance 
from the student body, which we take as a sign that students are content with the new 
proposal. Then thank the faculty for taking student concerns into account. 

Sol: I think we should say “consultations over the last year”. 
Brendan: Agreed. 
Morgan: Thoughts on adding language like “we look forward” to the intersession now that the 

proposal addresses student concerns? 
Sarah: We could instead say we look forward to seeing how it goes. 
Brendan: Let’s focus on the fact that they listened to student concerns. 
Brendan will circulate what he’s going to say and we’ll e-approve it 
 

B. Dean’s Committees 
1. Mental Health and Wellness (October 18, 2018) 

Sarah: We went over survey results. Our mandate is to respond to the survey. Apparently the 
Student Advisory Committee has been waiting for approval for a peer support group. 

Ali: They’ve been waiting for SLS funding 
Sol will ask Brittany about their funding application 
Sarah: Wellness Week will be happening in march, the Committee wants to co-run an activity 

(last year it was arts and crafts). They’ll fund it, but they want SLS’ name on it. 
Sol: We have resources (i.e., crafts) that they can use as well. They should come talk to us 

when the time comes. 
Sarah: Yukimi mentioned SafeTalk training for SLS. This is still in development. 
Sol will remind Social about this 
 

2. Gender, Accessibility, and Diversity (GAD) (October 19, 2018) 
Morgan: GAD met last week. All three faculty members and two student members were absent. 

We went over last year’s happenings, which included the survey and the direct consultation 
with equity-facing student groups. Only 5 of these groups responded to a call for 
consultation. The Jewish Law Students’ Association (JLSA) felt they were not adequately 
consulted last year and came to our meeting last week to present their feedback. 

 
We also broke down the recommendations into sub groups: concrete/more easily 
actionable for this year, those that are already being/have been addressed, and those that 
might require more thought or that will be complex to implement. The latter group is made 
up of recommendations that require faculty, staff, and alumni to do something, like 
mandatory training in diversity or Indigenous principles - it is difficult to force faculty to do 
anything so in the past this area of feedback from students has been more complex to 
implement. Students expressed concern with pushing this back as a “more complex” item 



to implement, since it seems that this is exactly why it has been pushed back in the past. 
The chair of the committee expressed agreement and realizes it’s a priority. 
 
Still, students agreed that there is a need to work on the smaller/more concrete things 
before approaching this training, since it’s possible that if we get started now some of those 
can be implemented this year. Last year, the committee didn’t explore how it would do that. 
The chair explained that last year the committee focused on summarizing the consultation 
feedback and the recommendations were developed quickly in GAD’s last meeting (so 
that’s why some may seem a bit general). There’s a lot more room this year to determine 
long-term implementation. We are going to brainstorm implementation tactics, tracking 
success, etc. next meeting. 
 
Before that, I would like StAG to take a look at the recommendations and let us know your 
thoughts. I will add this to the agenda for discussion at our November 13th weekly 
meeting, which is before the next GAD meeting on November 15th.  
 

Sol: The school’s policy about racialized and marginalized experiences during recruit process 
will be coming your way. 

 
Morgan: The admin are amenable to making a policy about complaints and first point of contact 

when something related to that happens. 
 

3. Upcoming Meetings 
Robert: Financial Aid is meeting on Monday, October 29. Nothing more to say for now. 
 

C. Law Society of Ontario (LSO) Licensing Submissions 
Sol: Everyone got the chance to read over the submissions and feels good about them. Not 

much to say here. The Dean seems happy with our FC letter. We’ll provide updates when 
they become available. We will vote on the joint FC-SLS letter Wednesday at FC. I’m 
comfortable with our SLS one. Could be a bit more sophisticated on certain points, but it 
gets the point across. It’ll be sent off by Friday, October 26, 2018. 

 
D. SLS Indigenizing Process 

Robert: There are two working groups for which we can sign up: 1. Governance Documents 
Amendments & Policy Drafting and 2. Broad Objectives, Available Resources & Next Steps. 
What’s the difference? 
Sol: The former is longer-term, the latter is shorter-term. 
Morgan: The former will be looking at the appropriate mechanism to institutionalize new policy 
into the SLS governance documents - constitution or by-law amendment, or new policy? It will 
also assist with drafting the new SLS policies. The latter will focus on broader policy goals and 
implementing more concrete items like land acknowledgments and surveying educational 
resources. 



Sol will lead the first group, Morgan will lead the second group. Sol and Morgan will call 
meetings for their respective groups 
 

E. Co-Curricular Record (CCR) Consultations 
Morgan: Faculty surveyed students this summer – perhaps around July 2018 – about a CCR 
that would accompany your academic transcript. 
Sol: This already exists at the wider UofT campus. UofT Central is wondering why we’re not also 
implementing this. 
Morgan: The faculty seems to think that the CCR would preclude you from misrepresenting 
something through a job application. The CCR would also have a threshold for when you could 
add something to it. For example, you need to be involved at a clinic for a certain period of time 
before it goes on your CCR. I’m unsure to what extent misrepresentation of activities by 
students is an issue and what we’re actually remedying.  
Robert: I am strongly against this for multiple reasons. First, it values co-curricular (CC) 
experience over extra-curricular (EC) experience. This might prevent students from engaging 
with things like SLS because, despite the experience it would provide, it does not appear on an 
official school document. Second, it’s unclear whether employers would actually care about the 
CCR, and how it would be markedly different from a resume. Finally, the CCR would very likely 
have vague descriptions of what you’ve done through the experience. For example, if you took 
more initiative while volunteering at Downtown Legal Services (DLS) than someone else, and 
thus got more actual experience out of it, both of your CCRs would have the same description of 
your activity. This hinders those who took extra initiative. 
Brendan: I agree with Robert, but I wonder if there’s a reason why the law school is exempt if 
UofT does it 
Sarah: A lot of the 1L stress comes from the first couple of weeks when you don’t know what 
clinics, journals, and other things you’ll be involved in. It’s a stressful time filled with applications, 
but the stress primarily comes from CC activities like DLS, journals, Advocates for Injured 
Workers (AIW), Pro Bono Students Canada (PBSC), etc. The worry here is that you’re suddenly 
putting these CC activities on an official transcript that privileges these activities. As such, this 
stress is perpetuated because some people might have less or nothing on this document. It’ll 
increase stress at the beginning of the law school experience and reduce the ability for students 
to ease into the process. 
Rachael: I agree with what’s been said. Would it be mandatory or optional? At Western 
University, they implemented it, but no one really used it.  
Robert: Also, Western’s CCR included EC activities. However, student groups had to apply to 
be on the CCR, and many of them opted to not use it. 
Zach: I believe broader UofT uses it, but it might include EC activities. 
Kristy: From an employer perspective, this seems no different than a resume. I don’t really see 
the value. 
Rachael: Especially if not every student does it or not every club signs up for it. 
Ben: From a procedural standpoint, the legal community has its own checks and balances 
regarding activity verification. If you lie about doing DLS, it won’t take long for that to come out. 



It might seem useless to employers or it might be used as part of the checking process. I’m 
unclear about the purpose. 
Alex: A lot of CC activities, such as DLS, come down to chance. If we’re looking at this transcript 
as legitimizing experiences, that might be unfair when assignment to some are based on lottery 
system. Regarding setting thresholds to ensure a certain amount of time served, people could 
potentially circumvent this through what they include on their resumes. For example, if you only 
did DLS for a semester, when the CCR threshold is a year, you could put DLS on your resume 
then explain the discrepancy with your CCR as a factor of U of T’s record management 
practices. If an employer accepts that, then the point of the CCR might be diminished. 
Ali: It also emphasizes a choice that law school should be about practical learning, but we 
should protect people who think it can be a purely academic experience. 
Sarah: The work of verifying students will fall to student executives. I’m not worried about 
fairness, but it comes at a time when students are trying to do their own applications and they 
need to spend time verifying others’ activities. 
Kristy: By emphasizing CC activities, you’re taking away from people who want an academic 
experience or who are not having a good mental health semester and need that time to 
themselves. It’s like you’re ranking students and not accommodating for different circumstances. 
It might also deter non-CC activities. 
Brendan: This is redundant to a resume. If it’s about validating activities, I’m not sure we need to 
do that. Law school can be academic if you want it to be. I don’t see the value other than 
validating resume activities. 
Morgan: There seems to be consensus or at least similarity running through these comments. 
Unsure what the faculty’s next steps are, but we’ll talk to the admin, those responsible for 
the CCR consultation, and/or the Dean. If there’s a reason why UofT Central has it other than 
a dubious purpose of ensuring we’re all not lying, we will find that out. The built-in check on our 
activities is that we write things on our resumes at our own risk. The CCR might be trying to 
solve a problem that doesn’t exist for us. 
Robert: Final note, we’d also need to grandfather students out of this, as they may have made 
different choices at the start of first year about co- and extra-curricular involvement given the 
existence of a CCR. However, this might be problematic with respect to joint degree students, 
who enter the law school and participate in recruits on different timelines than other students. 
 
IV. Student Concerns 

A. 1L Update 
Rachael: Kristy is starting to make moves on study groups. Going to finish up the survey and 
send it out soon. 
Kristy: I’m planning on finishing today or tomorrow, will send it around to other 1L StAG 
representatives and then post it online over the weekend. 
Robert: Make sure you post it on Headnotes and SLS Weekly. 
Kristy will finish the survey, send it to Sol/Morgan/communications officers to be sent via 
SLS Weekly, and will post it on Headnotes 
Renuka: There were lots of concerns over one of the Legal Research and Writing (LRW) 
sections. One of the LRW professors went on leave for 3 to 4 weeks and cancelled their LRW 



classes. The students have to make it up on deemed Fridays. She didn’t have computer access 
during the time in which their first assignment was due. They then have to write their next 
assignment without feedback on the first. Someone emailed Sara Faherty and she said they 
won’t get LPs on their final mark. Apparently this particular class also had a different assignment 
2 than everyone else. 
Sol and Morgan will talk to Sara Faherty 
Alex: Students may approach Sara about some of the content of the ethics session. I mentioned 
to them that they’re within their right to do this. 
Morgan: Equity officers can be talked to instead of Sara, or students can go straight to Sara. 
Dan: Some students contacted Mehak. These 4-6 students will be meeting with Mehak and 
she’ll report back.  
Dan will talk to Mehak and encourage her to touch base with StAG 
Renuka: At the beginning of orientation week and throughout September, the Career 
Development Office (CDO) said 1Ls didn’t need to worry about anything unless participating in 
the Ottawa Intellectual Property (IP) recruit. Then, on Thursday, October 18, 2018, during our 
1L CDO session, they had east coast recruit deadlines in October. Despite this, they didn’t tell 
us about the recruit. 
Kristy will email CDO and CC Sol/Morgan → Explain that people are disappointed about 
finding out about the east coast recruit so late. As a result, they felt unsupported in their ability 
to apply for this recruit. Moving forward, we request that the CDO be cognizant of timelines and 
messaging. Also ask if there’s any possibility of students applying late for the recruit on account 
of poor messaging. 
Renuka will see if there are students who were on the fence about applying; that is, any 
students who would have applied but for the poor messaging. Regardless, hopefully the CDO 
can facilitate some means of applying for these interested students. 
Rachael: The session intimidated a lot of students. There was lots of information about our time 
during the law school provided to us very quickly. The speaker at the end was interesting, but 
people were hungry and zoned out from the overload of information. 
Renuka: People liked the speaker, as she was someone not from an orthodox firm job, but she 
started at a firm, so students thought you could only do something non-firm-based if you started 
at a firm first. The delivery didn’t align with the message of “you don’t need a firm job.” 
 

B. 2L Update/On-Campus Interview (OCI) Recruit 
Morgan: For those who did government OCIs, please email or message Catherine so you can 
give feedback on what questions you were asked. 
Robert: Crown (criminal), Department of Justice, and I believe Fasken all sent rejection emails 
around noon on the Friday of OCIs. They interviewed students on Thursday, so they made their 
decisions before OCIs were completely over. 
Brendan: We don’t want to encourage employers to do this while interviews are still happening. 
Sol: After in-firms there’s a meeting between recruiters and CDOs about how the recruit went, 
so the CDO wll contact us and ask for this feedback. 



Robert: Students also don’t appreciate the stress of not knowing when intent to call 
(ITC)/rejection emails are coming, so it is a looming feeling of dread and worry that prevents 
people from focusing on school.  
Sol: We can talk to CDO about it. 
Morgan: There’s a chart that tells you who emails and who doesn’t. 
Dan: That chart doesn’t have all the firms. Not even clear if it’s up to date. There’s another chart 
that’s completely wrong about documents needed, like reference letters. 
Robert will email Waleska about OCI feedback and chart updates (this email will not 
include ITC feedback) 
 

C. Note-Takers 
Morgan: Accessibility Services is still looking for note-takers. You can log onto accessibility and 
there’s a list of courses for which you can sign up. 
Ali: Has further thought been given to paying students for this? 
Sol: There’s a $50 amazon gift card per course at the end of the year. Also, any quality is fine. 
Literally anything is better than nothing. 
 

D. Canadian Bar Association (CBA) Representative 
Sol: CBA is asking us if we have a representative. 
Kristy: Jerome says we don’t. 
Sol: We either have an election or I appoint someone. They go to meetings and have other 
representative-like duties. If anyone wants to be a CBA representative, let me know. If not, I’ll do 
a wide message in the student body in general. Perhaps we can specifically reach out to those 
who were unsuccessful in the 1L StAG election, since they have a demonstrated interest in 
student governance. 
 

V. Building Business 
A. Follow-ups 

Provided by Catherine, via message to Morgan: 
- To our request for additional bike spaces, Sara-Marni (SM) responded, “Regarding the 

bike racks, UofT thinks about access to bike racks in a more global way than one set of 
racks at one entrance. For example, the racks by Flavelle House are never full (I park 
there everyday). Facilities also considers the bike racks at Music (which are very close) 
to be assessable to the law school and they are also never full.” 

- To our request for shovelled paths to the bike racks in the winter, SM replied, “I ride all 
winter and the bike racks at Flavelle House have always been accessible. I’ll keep an 
eye on them when the snow comes and if they’re snowed in I’ll request they be shoveled 
out.” 

- To our request for a kettle, SM ordered one. It should be in the student kitchen now. If 
not, please let me know and I can follow up again. 

- The Facilities Office is looking into the squeaky library door, plug next to Goodmans, 
broken soap dispensers & tampon machines, and the lightbulb in the Flavelle fireplace 
room. 



Robert: We also need sleeves for the coffee cups at Goodman’s Café.  
Catherine will follow up regarding coffee cup sleeves 
 
Meeting adjourned: 2:02 P.M. 


